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APR .3 1991
Federal Com!'lunieations Commission

Office ot Secretary

221-0593

AREA CODE 608

§'?tJ§~.Xd

~. ~§~?/t1'

March 6, 1997

Office of the Secretary ~1 ftt \fJ?~ OO\G\~
Federal Communications Commis~\'"
1919 M Street, N. W.
Washington, DC 20554

CS Docket No. 97-55
Dear Commissioners:

There is considerable controversy over the value and "acceptability" of the TV
rating system recently announced by the television industIy and now before the Federal
Communications Commission. As an Assistant Attorney General for the State of
Wisconsin, I have had 25 years' experience enforcing and interpreting state and federal
laws. By this letter I wish to bring to the Commission's attention my opinion as a private
attorney that the proposed rating system is deficient as a matter of law and should be
rejected on that basis.

It is not complicated The burden is on the industIy to

"establish rules for rating video programming that contains sexual, violent, or other
indecent material about which parents should be informed before it is displayed to
children" (P.L. 104-104. Sec. 551(e)(1)(A)).

Although the TV industry emphasizes that it has developed a ratings system, we
must assume that Congress chose its words carefully and means what it says. The first
part of sec. 551 (e) (1) (A) does focus on creating a ratings system, but it is the latter part
of the provision which prescribes the purpose to be served and therefore the standard by
which their adequacy must be judged. The latter portion indicates that there is "material
about which parents should be infonned before it is displayed to children." The kinds of
material of main concern are stated to be "sexual, violent, or other indecent material."

Clearly, the provision requires the TV industry to give notice of the content of the
programming and in particular whether it be "sexual, violent, or other indecent material."

The proposed system infonns parents of what age categories the TV industry
thinks should watch a program. There is nothing in the Telecommunications Act of 1996
that can be construed to call for an age-based rating system. The indu~~di CCj)~es reC'd._:;...!__

Ust ABCDE
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categorization of a program is purportedly based on the content of the show, but the
system does not infonn the parent whether the show "contains sexual, violent, or other
indecent material before it is displayed." The proposed system generally indicates that
any or all of the types of material may be present, but that does not satisfy the clear intent
of the law.

Consider a slightly different perspective. Since the proposed system gives only
general notice that any or all of the various types of material is present, the only way a
parent can determine whether the program contains material which the parent considers
inappropriate to their child is to watch the entire program with the child. This obviously
frustrates the whole purpose of the system. It is also in direct conflict with the statutory
requirement that "parents should be infonned before it is displayed to children."

This legal interpretation is supported by the Findings of Congress accompanying
the legislation and in particular the one where Congress contemplates a system

"providing parents with timely information about the nature of upcoming video
programming and with the technological tools that allow them easily to block
violent, sexual or other programming that they believe harmful to their children."
(P. L. 104-104, Sec. 551 (a)(9)).

The proposed system is (1) not "timely," (2) does not provide parents with
information about the nature of upcoming video program," and (3) does not allow parents
to "easily" block violent, sexual, or other programming they believe harmful to their
children. The only way the information will be "timely" and enable parents to "easily ...
block violent, sexual or other programming" is if the information about content is
provided to the parent prior to the program.

Likewise, the following remarks in the House Report accompanying the
Telecommunications Act support this opinion:

"In spite of the manifold benefits bestowed by H.R 1555 on the nation's television
industry, the bill fails to elevate the public interest obligations of broadcasters to
meet the needs of parents and children. It is apparent that broadcasters are failing
to meet the informational and educational needs of the child audience as required
by the Children's Television Act of 1990. Moreover, the issue of increasing levels
ofviolence in our society has focused attention on the graphic violence and other
objectionable programming often found on both on" [sic] broadcast and cable
programmmg....
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Despite repeated documentation of what society knows to be a serious problem,
solutions have proved elusive. And when the hot glare of Congressional attention
turns elsewhere, violence on television begins to increase again.

That is why we have concluded that parents must be given the technological ability
to block violent shows when they are not in the room to supervise their children.
Technology exists -- called a V-Chip ("v" for violence) or C-Chip ("c" for
children) -- that allows parents in their own homes to block, in advance, any
program rated violent. The decision to block is the parent's; the decision to rate is
the broadcaster's. In this way, we can facilitate the job of parenting in the
pervasive presence of television without having the government deciding which
shows are acceptable and which are not." (Congressional & Administrative News,
104th Congress, pages 115 and 117.)

In addition to expressing the intent to give parents prior warning about content,
this contemporaneous legislative history expressly contemplates that some programming
will be "rated violent." The proposed system will not rate any program "violent."

The House Report also recognizes the reality that

"In today's world, where most children have two working parents, it is unrealistic
to expect that mom or dad will sit with their child for hours watching television
and be there to turn off violent programs." (Congressional & Administrative News,
104th Congress, page 117.)

And yet, this is exactly what the proposed system will require.

Congress has delegated to the Commission the responsibility to determine whether
the proposed system is "acceptable to the Commission" (Sec. 555(e)(I)(A»). This is a
matter ofjudgment for the Commission, which will no doubt consider many of the same
factors discussed above. However, this opinion is provided to inform the Commission
that before undertaking to exercise its judgment, the Commission should determine that
the proposed system is deficient as a matter of law.

Robert W. Larsen



1111 School Avenue
Freeport,lllinois
March 18,1997
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Mass Media Enforcement Division
1919 M Street
Washingotn, D.C.

Dear Mr. Reed Hundt, Chairman of the FCC

Federal Gom~unjoations Commission
OffIce of Secretlry

I am enclosing 4 copies of my comments to the Mass Media Enforcement
Division regarding the TV Entertainment Industry Executives Rating System.
I understand comments are to be made by April 8,1997.
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Mass Media Enforcement Division
1919 M Street
WAshington. D.C.
March 18,1997

Here are my comments regarding the TV Rating system being proposed by the
TV Entertainment Industry Executives. I understand it went into effect two
months ago.

Their proposed rating makes it easier for the Industry to rate TV programs the
way they want to. Under the pretense of helping parents, they have done just the
opposite.

They tell parents that all programs rated TV-y,TV-7, TV-PG, TV- 4, and TV-M,
regardless of content or theme are suitable for children and youth. These six
broad ratings are based on their estimation of age appropriateness and their
definition of content.

Parents, congressmen and child advocates want ratings labeled for Sex (S).
Violence (V) and Foul Language (L). Without this information parents will have
to guess which heinous things have given a program its rating.

By 1998, new TV sets will come with TV- Chips that allow parents to block
TV shows by their rating code if the rating code does not tell content or theme
and is not rated for sex, violence or foul language how will a parent be warned
about a program?

The present TV Industry rating system went in effect at least two months ago.
critics attacked immediately. They could see how ineffective it was for parents
for the best interest for their children. On screen tags such as TV 14 are
practically useless and are too vague to provide any helpful information.

It is not right for the persons producing the programs to rate their programs .It
is like letting the fox in the hen house. Parents need specific information and it
is up to the Federal Communication Commission to provide parents with the
help they need to protect their children.

We, the public are relying on the FCC to protect our children by providing
parents with a rating system that states specifically what is in a program 
content and theme.

(
~rstruly, .

1JtY4~rWfC1t~r
Dorothy Rimington
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M.. ···:1t 1(1, \')')7

Clt" i 1"111; II I I~(·(·d I II 11\<1 I and rcc COlTlil iss i 01 If' I' S

c,O Federal Corrrnunications Corro·ission

1'119 MStreet N.W., Room 222

Washi ng ton, OC 20554

(), .1 I' ella i rrll<ll\ IIUI\d t and COnlll is:.> ,al\e r s :

REce'VED

APR 319911
Ftdora\ Communications Commission

Office of SecretaIY

::": <S I)ock(' t No. 97 .55 I FCC 97· '34

I ;1I11 WI' i t i Ilg 011 ill·hal r of the Nat ional PTA and the West Vi rginia PTA to voice my

01':)()S i I ion to the v-chip rating .ystem as presented by Jack Valenti, Chair of the

Tv R.at i ng Imp lcmentat ion Croup, on January 17 I 1997. The rating symbol on the

TV screen does not provide suffident content informaTion so that parents can

m,~ke decisions about what is a;,:)ropriate TV progranrning for their children.

M,< OJ' survey S 1'e leased thi s fall wh ich demons trate over'vhe lming parent preference

fe r a 1'a I. ing system that gi ves parents information aboul the content of programs

Wt "<.~ ClJllduc ted by the Na t ional PTA, U. S. News and Wor ld i-~eport, and Media Studies

1"·IIt<-r!Roper. Parents do not want the TV industry to interpret what is best for

:1,", r "lIi lell'!'l\. l'a1'clIts want to make those choices themselves based on content

ilolOI'IIl;lliOIl about the program. I\ny r(ltin~ system wi thout content descriptions

01\ II\(' ';('1'1'('1\ and plIbl ieized in periodicals that carry '1\1 scheduling is useless.

Tlk ;:C<:, by law, is required to Getermine whether the industry' s rating system

hC\.~, met statutory requirements or the Tel ecorrrnunicat i0ns Act of 1996. I do not

be t ieve thi s system does so and 'hk that the FCC not app: ave the industry rating

system. Instead, I request the following:

)( ThaI. under no circumstances should the FCCapprov<- the industry's rating

sys tern. Further, the FCC should accept no rating system th~t does not

illcllldv COllL(~1l1. informationabout programs suchas V(for violence), S(for

,:,';(\1;0 I d('p i,' t lOll <11\(1 nudi t J) ill\d L( for lal\~ua~C'); C ~No. o~ opies rec'd
List ABC[2c

.,.



M T1i<ll t11~ FCC rC<-iuirc a V-chip band broad enough lhat would allow parents

10 r('~(' i vc. more> than one> rflti n!{ sys te>m;

M Thal the rating icon on the TV screen be made larger, more prominently

rlaced on the scr;een, and appear more frequently during the course of a

program;

M That the rating board be il!dependenl of the indu~l.ryand the FCC and that

it inc I ude parents; and

M Tha l any ra ling sys tern approved by the fCC be eval ua ted by independent

rl's('arch to determine if it meets the needs of parents.

Tll~mk you for this opportuni ty 1.0 comment on an issue so important to children

;uld families.

"



M., ",,';11 to, t ')')7

LX)CKET F\LF COpy OR\G\NAl
c,o federal Corrrnunications COfTfl'ission

1\) 19 M Street N. W. , Room 222

Wash j ng ton, DC 20554

1)( ,I r ella j !"lllall I hllld t and Corrin is:, ,011(; r s :

~"I': ':S \)ocke t No. 97- 55, FCC 97 - '~4

RECEIVED

IAPR .J 1997
Federal Communications Commission

Office of Secrelary

I :lfn wr i t i ng 011 belml f of t.he Na t ional PTA and the West Vi rginia PTA to voi ce my

()P:)()~i tion to the v-chip rating ,ystemas presented by Jack Valenti, Chair of the

T\' Rat i ng Implementation Croup, on January 17, 1997. The rating symbol on the

TV screen does not prov ide suff i \;ient content informalion so that parents can

m,:ke decisions about what is L\,;'ropriate TV prograrllning for their children.

M",:or :';llrV('y:'; released this fall which demonstrale over'vhelming parent preference

fer a rating system that gives parents information abouJ:. the content of programs

W( 1"(' collduc ted by the Nat ional PTA, U. S. News and Wor Id i:eport, and Media Studies

r'·lll.<'r/Roper. Parents do not want the TV industry to interpret what is best for

:1,', r ,:1Ii 1d 1"1'1 1. \'{\n;llls want to make those choices themselves based on content

il,lorlllalioll about the program. !\ny rating systernwithout content descriptions

Oil t I\(' sc rl '( 'Il ~llId pub lie i n'd in [i(' r i od i ca Is lha t car ry 'I v' schedu 1i ng is use 1ess.

Th" FCC, by law, is required to oetermine whether the industry's rating system

110.:, Ol(,t statutory requirements ot the Telecorrmunications Act of 1996. I do not

be I icve thi s sys tem does so and cL;k that the FCC not app: ave the industry rating

sy:;tem. Instead, I request the following:

,.
.,

" Tlla l undpr no ci rcumstances should the FCC approv(- the industry's rating

sys tern. Fur tiler, the FCC should accept no rating system that does not

jllcllHl(~COlllC'J1t jnfOnnatiollaboutPrOgrarnSSUchaSV(forViOlenCe),S(f~,r , I :
:">:,11<11 dq>i,;l iOIl ,!lId Iludi 1/) illl<J L( for lall~uagC'); No.OfCopiesrecd~
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M Tllal lilt.: I·U.': require a V-chip band broad enough lhat would allow parents

to ("('Cl,j vp morC' than onC' rilt. in/{ systPlTl;

M Tlla t the rating icon on the TV screen be made larger I more prominently

placed on the scr;een , and appear more frequently during the course of a

program;

M Tim l lIw rat ing board be i l!dependcnl of t1w indu1> l.ry and the FCC and that

it i nc1 ude parents; and

M That any rating system apIJfoved by the FCC be evaluated by independent

research to determine if it meets the needs of parents.

TI::mk you for this opportuni ty 1.0 conrnent on an issue so important to children

<it.d f am iIi e s .

"



March 10, 1997

Chairman Reed Hundt and FCC COIIrnissioners

c/o Federal Corrmunica t ions COlllllission

1919 M Street N.W., Room 222

Washington, DC 20554

Dear Omirman Hundt and COIIIliissioners:

RE: CS Docket No. 97-55, FCC 97-34

uOCKE1 r\lE COP~ Ok\G\NAL

RECEIVED

APR J 199]1
Fedelll OCilnmllft;.'

0trIce OfS=mmia.ion

I mn writing as a concerned citizen in support of the National PTA and its

pesi tion of opposi tion to the v-chip rating system as presented by Jack Valenti,

Chair of the TV Rating Implementation Group, on January 17, 1997. The rating

symbol on the TV screen does not provide sufficient content information so that

parents can make decisions about what is appropriate TV prograrrrning for their

chi ldren. Major surveys released this fall which demonstrate overwhelming parellt

pre ference for a rating system that gi ves parents information about the conten t

of programs were conducted by the National PTA, U.S. News and World Report, and

Media Studies Center /Roper. Parents do not want the TV industry to interpret

what is best for thei r chi ldren. Parents want to make those choices themse l ve~,;

based on content information about the program. Any rating system without

content descriptions on the screen and publicized in periodicals that carry TV

scheduling is useless.

The FCC, by law, is required to determine whether the industry's rating system

has met statutory requirements of the Te lecorrmunicat ions Act of 1996. I do not

bel ieve thi s system does so and ask that the FCC not approve the industry rating

system. Instead, I request the following:

;( That under no ci rcurnstances should +he FCC approve the industry' s rat ing

system, Further I the FCC should accept no rating system that does not

include content infofmationabout programs such as V(for violence), 5(f01

sexual depict ion and nudi ty) and L(for language);



* That the FCC require a V-chip band broad enough that would allow parents

to receive more than one rating system;

* That the rating i con on the TV screen be made larger l more prominent ly

placed on the screen, and appear more frequently dur ing the course of a

program;

* That the rating board be independent of the industry and the FCC and that

it include parents; and

* That any rating system approved by the FCC be evaluated by independent

research to determine if it meets the needs of parents.

Tharlk you for thi S opportunl ty to conment on an 1ssue so important to chi Idren

and fami lies.

Sincerely, .
~",~~rJ(~

r;Y~(~.

w~d~



March 22, 1997

Chairman Reed Hundt and FCC Commissioners
c/o Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W., Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

RECEIVED

APR 31997

Dear Chairman Hundt and Commissioners:
Federa( Communications Commissiol'l

Office of Secre'IaIY

RE: CS Docket No. 97-55, FCC 97-34

I am writing on behalf of the National PTA and the San Luis Obispo County
PTA to voice my opposition to the v-ehip rating 'system as presented by Jack
Valenti, Chair of the TV Rating Implementation Group, on January 17, 1997.
The rating symbol on the TV screen does not provide sufficient content
information so that parents can make good decisions about what is
appropriate TV programming for their children, nor does the symbol appear
long enough or frequently enough to be useful. Results of major surveys,
including one conducted by the National PTA, indicate overwhelming parent
preference for a rating system that gives parents infonnation about the content
of television programs. We do not want the TV industry to interpret what is
best for our children instead we prefer to make informed decisions ourselves.
Any rating system without content descriptions on the screen and publicized
in periodicals that carry TV scheduling is useless.

The FCC, by law, is required to determine whether the industry's rating
system has met statutory requirements of the Telecommunications Act of
1996. I do not believe this system does so and ask that the FCC not approve
the industry rating system. Instead, I request the following:

INo. of COP!8S rec'd
list 1\8CP;~ ~--

• That under no circumstances should the FCC approve the
industry's rating system. Further, the FCC should accept no rating
system that does not include content information about programs
such as V (for violence), S (for sexual depiction and nudity) and L
(for language);

• That the rating icon on the TV screen be "made larger, more
prominently placed on the screen, and appear more frequently
during the course of a program;



• That the FCC require a V-chip band broad enough that would allow
parents to receive more than one rating system;

• That the rating board be independent of the industry and the FCC
and that it include parents; and

• That any rating system approved by the FCC be evaluated by
.independent research to determine if it meets the needs of parents.

The main objective of the rating system was to meet the needs of parents who
want to exercise reasonable control over their children's viewing. The rating
system must satisfy that objective.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on an issue important to children
and families.

Sincerely, .

~~~
Claire Camp Grether.
340 Mira Sol Drive
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405
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Mr. William F. Caton, Acting Secretary Office of Secre1ary
Federal Communications Commission, Room 222
1919 M Street, N.W.
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Dear Mr. Caton:

The National Black Child Development Institute (NBCDI) is pleased to present
it'\' comments on the TV Parental Guidelines proposal submitted to the Federal
Communications Commission by the National Association ofBroadcasters, the National
Cable Television Association, and the Motion Picture Association of America. We are
aware that the proposed voluntary rating system for video programming went into
effect in January, 1997.

As a national child advocacy organization serving African American children
and their families, NBCDI is deeply and actively concerned about the pervasive
unseemliness of television programming. For nearly three decades, we have advocated
that parents supervise their children's television viewing. An appropriate rating system
and blocking device will equip parents with the information and apparatus to fulfill that
important responsibility.

Thus, NBCDI entirely supports the provisions of the "Telecommunications Act
of 1996" requiring the establishment of a television rating system that empowers
parents to make timely and informed decisions about what their children watch. We,
r:"wever, are not satisfied that the industry proposal protects the parental choice and
empowerment guarantees contained in the act. We, therefore, oppose the new
guidelines and recommend revisions.

Our viewpoint is expressed in detail in the attached document entitled, Give
Parents True Choice: Recommended Revisions for the TV Parental Guidelines.

(j

Calvin E. Tyler, Jr. Sincerely
Atlanta, GA ' GL-

Dennis M. walcoC L_
New York, NY~ /' 0 T"l. ~
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Give Parents True Choice: Recommended Revisions for the TV
Parental Guidelines

Prologue
The proliferation of violent, sexually explicit, and profane television programming

created an urgent need for a television rating system and technological device parents can use
to safeguard their children from exposure to harmful television fare. The Telecommunications
Act of 1996 provided the television industry with the first opportunity to respond to this critical
need. The result is the TV Parental Guidelines, a primarily age-based rating system developed
by the National Association of Broadcasters (NAB), the National Cable Association (NCA), and
the Motion Picture Association of America (MPAA).

The National Black Child Development Institute (NBCDI) believes the industry proposal
falls short of the legislative requirement to provide parents with timely and adequate information
about the nature of upcoming programming. Therefore, we are recommending reform measures
to engender compliance with both the spirit of the law and section 55l(a)(9) of the
Telecommunications Act, l which specifies the timeliness criterion.

Situation Analysis
The child-unfriendly state of television is one of the tragic exigencies of our time.

Congress documents that our nation's young children are exposed to some 8,000 murders and
100,000 acts of violence on television by the time they complete elementary school. The
research literature contains copious evidence that such programming can adversely affect young
viewers. Children who watch violent programming risk experiencing one or more adverse side
effects, including exhibiting aggressive behavior, becoming desensitized to violence, acquiring
a distorted fear of reality, and developing an insatiable appetite for on-screen violence.

African American children are most susceptible to the adverse effects of violent
programming. Why? They watch more television than any other youth group, and they are
disproportionately poor. Studies show that viewing habits and socioeconomic status are major
factors influencing a child's response to violent programming. For example, poor children tend
to be avid television viewers who are likely to live in high-crime areas. As a result, they face
exposure to excessive TV violence as well as real-life violence. That combination blurs the lines
between reality and fiction and creates the potential for behavioral and emotional problems.

Age also influences the impact television programming has on children. Children under
seven generally are not able to distinguish make-believe from reality. Through their developing
prisms, art is not just an imitation of life, it is life. Older children, on the other hand, have
increased cognitive abilities which enable them to discern fact from fiction.

ISec. 551 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 finds that there is compelling government
interest in providing "parents with timely information about the nature of upcoming video
programming and with the technological tools that allow them easily to block violent, sexual,
or other programming that they believe harmful to their children... "



As a confluence of elements, including program content, life experience and age, shape
the impact television has on children, a workable rating system must not be one-dimensional,
focusing almost exclusively on age.

Indeed, children are more than the sum total of their ages. What might be harmless for
a 14-year-old child insulated from real-life violence might not be innocuous to another budding
teenager who routinely encounters actual violence. The only logical way for parents to decide
what is off-limits is to know in advance not only the age advisory but the degree of prohibitive
content, as well. Absent a comprehensive system, the issue of genuine parental choice is at
stake.

Recommendations and Rationale
As NBCDI believes that the TV Parental Guidelines do not comply fully with the rating

system provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, we recommend the following six
reform measures:

1. Increase Emphasis on Program Content

The extent to which programs purvey sex, violence, or coarse language matters in
determining e)~ appropriateness for children. Therefore, the rating system should include
substantive content advisories.

In 1985, the cable network Home Box Office (HBO) created its own content rating
system. HBO's early effort to advise subscribers about the nature of programming has evolved
into a system used by many cable networks, including Showtime, Cinemax, and The Movie
Channel. This model system features 10 abbreviations designating the type and degree of
content themes. They are: AL (Adult Language); GL (Graphic Language); MV (Mild
Violence); V (Violence); GV (Graphic Violence); N (Nudity); BN (Brief Nudity); AC (Adult
Content); SC (Strong Sexual Content); and RP (Rape).

By contrast, the TV Parental Guidelines only provide a cursory review of a program's
content. Age is the dominant rating criterion while the equally substantive issue of content is
treated superficially. The minimization of content is not surprising when considering the system
was patterned after the Motion Picture Ratings System, which is principally age-based.
However, according to industry's own polling data, nearly fifty percent (50%) of parents believe
the movie rating system is only "somewhat helpful" and more than one-third of parents
understand the movie rating system only "fairly well." Those are not high marks.

Parents are entitled to a system that quantifies and qualifies the significant factors
characterizing the nature of a program. A system genuinely based on age and content is in
order.
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